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This report is the sixth in a continuing series of studies 
concerning St. Cloud State University's economic imp~~t en the loc~l 
economy.1 In this report the local area is defined to be St. Cloud, 
Sartell, Sauk Rapids, ~faite Park, and the immediate rural area. The 
set of models employed in this study were developed by the American 
Council on Education and have been used by other institutions of higher 
education in the same manner. 2 
The emphasis of this report is on the economic impact of the 
presence of the University on the local economy. The models employed 
in this study provide estimates of magnitudes of local spendL~g by the 
University's students, faculty, professional support staff and visitors. 
The models also provide estimates of the amount of income and number 
of jobs generated locally due to university-related spending. The 
estimation procedures employed in this report are fully detailed L~ 
Appendix A. Some flow charts have been provided for visual represen-
tation of the models and procedures used in this report. 
Surveys of faculty, professional support staff, and students 
were taken in January 1983 in order to acquire information on spendL~g 
1Professor Emeritus Gerald K. Gamber is the author of the 
first four reports. 
2John Caffrey and Hubert Isaacs. Estimating the Impact of a 
College or University on the Local Economy. washington: American 
Council on Education. 
1 
and household characteristics. Reports from the Dusiness Office of 
St. Cloud State University, City Clerks of St. Cloud, Sartell, Sauk 
Rapids, and Waite Park, and the St. Cloud Area Chamber of Commerce 
were used in compiling data for this report. 
St. Cloud State University is a multi-purpose public institu-
tion offering both undergraduate and graduate programs. The total 
enrollment in the Fall 1982 quarter was 11,608. The university 
2 
employs 1006 faculty and professional support staff. The summer school 
enrollment was u690 in 1982. These figures represent the major 
constituents of spending associated with the university, aside from 
the university's spending in support of its programs. 
LOCAL BUSINESS TI1PACTS 
The source of the economic impact on St. Cloud area businesses 
is the spendin~ in th~ locgl aPan by students, fAculty And stAf£, th~ 
university, and visitors to the university. It is estimated that 
these groups spent $33,318,185, ~10,783,645, ~7,042,832, and 
~5,351,783, respectively, L~ St. Cloud area businesses. The sum of 
these estimates, $56,496,645, represents the spending injected into 
the area economy directly attributable to the university. 
Two 11second-round 11 effects are produced by the direct spending 
of the university and its components. These 11second-round" effects 
are the local purchases by St. Cloud area businesses in support of 
the direct spending by the university and the increase in local 
business vol~~e due to increased local income associated with university-
related spending. These effects are modeled in Figure 1. 
The extent to which local businesses purchase supplies from 
other area businesses in order to support university-related spending 
is estimated to be ~19,344,451 and is shown in Figure 1 as model 
B-1.2. Due to university-related spending the payrolls and profits 
of St. Cloud area businesses are increased, which yields additional 
income in the St. Cloud area. 'This increased income is revealed to 
local businesses by increased sales. The L<crease in local business 
vol~~e due to increased local income attributable to university-related 
spending is estimated to be $43,801,849 in 1982. This is represented 
in Figure 1 as model B-1.3. 
3 
~ODEL B·l.l.l MODEL B·l.l.2 :10DEL B-1.1.3 :·lODEL B-1.1.4 
LOCAL ~PENDING BY LOCAL ~PE~liNG ~y LOCAL ~PE~ING BY LOCAL ~p~;~ING ~y I 
I 
UNIV~~ITY ncut!Y & STm STL'DEnS VISI~ORS 
$ 7,042,832 $ 10,783,845 $ 33,318,185 s 5,351,783 
1-!0DEL B-1. '! 
Sl.;M OF iJNIVERSITY-RELATED 
DIRECT LOCAL SPE~~IXG 
$ 56,496,645 
:·!ODEL B-1.2 :!ODEL B-1.3 
LOCAL Pt'RCHASES I~ SUPPORT LOCAL BUSI);ESS 'JOL:.o!E :JUS 
OF l:NIVERSI'!'Y-REL\.TE!:l IO I:<COME FROM Uo!IVERSIT'~-
SPE~ING REU:::ED SPENDIXG 
$ 19,344,451 $ 43,801,849 
:·!ODC:L o-1 I 
':OTAL LOCAL BUSI~ESS ~tOLU:·1E ' 




fne sum of the direct university-related spending and the two 
11second-round11 components represents the total local business volllftle 
associated with the university's presence. This is shown in Figure 1 
a.s model B-1 and is esH.mated to be ~119, 64~, 94;. The measure 
estimates not only the spending of the university and its components, 
but also the degree to which local business is stimulated by the 
university's spending. 
Local Spending by Faculty 
and Staff 
The models B-1.5.1, B-1.5.2, and B-1.5.3 estimate local 
expenditures for rent, nonhousing spending, and local spending by 
faculty and staff not residing locally. It is estimated that 82% of 
faculty and staff live in the immediate St. Cloud area, ~~d, of those 
residing locally, approximately 21>.> rent housing. It is estimated 
that ~600,399 was spent for rental housing by faculty and staff. No 
estimate of an impact on owner occupied local housL~g is made in this 
report, but the results of the survey of university personnel indicate 
at least 600 homes are owned and occupied by the faculty and staff in 
the St. Cloud area. 
.\ 
Nonhousing expenditures in St. Cloud area businesses by faculty 
and staff are estimated by model B-1.5.2 to be ~9,148,936 in 1982. 
Model B-1.5.3 estimates local spending by faculty and staff not residing 
L~ the immediate St. Cloud area. This is calculated to be ~1,034,510. 
The sum of these models comprises the total local spending of the 
faculty and staff of St. Cloud State University, and it is estimated 
to be ~10,783,845. 
Local Spend~~g by Students 
The complete description of student spending in St. Cloud area 
business is detailed by commodities and student categories in Tables 
~-7 in Appendix A. Total student. spanding in tha St. Cloud area 
economy is estimated to be $33,318,185 in 1982 by survey responses. 
LocaJ. Spending by Visitors 
The local spending of visitors to the university, faculty, staff 
and students is modeled in B-1.1.4 and shown in Appendix A. Surveys 
taken in January 1983 asked respondents to estimate the number of 
visits they received, the average stay, and average local spending. 
Combined with the many visitors to university activities the sum of 
visitors' spending is estimated to be $5,351,783. 
The total local business volume which is university related, 
~119,642,945, is solely a measure of the dollar impact on the local 
economy. Individuals in any market or economy are made better-off 
whenever there exists a wider variety of goods ·'and services from which 
to choose. The substantial increase in business volume in the St. 
Cloud area due to university-related spending undoubtedly brings into 
existence a much wider variety of goods and services available to all 
customers shopping in the St. Cloud area than would otherwise occur. 
This further strengthens St. Cloud's position as the retail and 
wholesale center in central Hinnesota. 
A complete analysis of the impact of the university on St. 
Cloud area businesses requires the estimation of two other important 
facts: the increase in the value of local business property attributable 
7 
to university-related spending, and the degree to which the local 
credit base is expanded due to university-related deposits in local 
financial institutions, These impacts are estimated in models ~-2 and 
R-3, respeatively. 
The model B-2 in Appendix A estimates the market value of local 
real property, inventory, and other business property attributable to 
university-related spending. As noted earlier, local profits and 
payrolls are increased due to the local university-related spending, 
and local business capital holdings are expanded as well. It is 
estimated that local business capital holdings associated with 
university-related spending are ~58,014,314. 
The expansion in the local credit base is shown in model B-3. 
Deposits are held in local financial institutions by all components 
of the university, including the university itself. In addition, a 
portion of the deposits of local business are due to the increasedlocal 
business volume attributable to university-related spending. The 
·'· 
expansion in the local credit base is estimated to be ~9,682,670. 
Unrealized Local Business 
Volume 
The university operates some enterprises on campus which, to 
some extent, compete with existing or potential local private businesses 
in the St. Cloud area. University operations from dormitories - both 
room and board, Atwood shops, and Student Activities realized receipts 
of $6,534,729 L~ 1982. 
IMP ACTS ON LOCAL GOVERl'OO:riTS 
L1 this section the 1~act of the presence of the university 
on local government revenues and expenditures is presented. It should 
be noted that the university provides a vast array of public services 
and facilities which may be used by area citizens, e.g., cultural 
events, educational programs, Learning Resource Center, and tennis 
courts. Procedures employed in this report do not provide any estimates 
of the value to the St. Cloud Area of the university provided public 
services. 
Impacts on Local Government 
Revenues 
Local government revenues are influenced by four university-
related sources: taxes from real estate, taxes from non-real estate 
property, other revenues, and intergovernmental transfers. These 
~acts are shown in models G-1.1, G-1.2, G-1.3, and G-1.4. The sum 
of these models, ~7,211,921, is estimated to the revenues of local 
governments associated with the presence of the university. 
Impact on Local Government 
Ex;penditures 
The provision of local public services and the local demand 
for public services are influenced by the presence of the university. 
UsL~g an average per capita cost approach two models, G-2.1 and G-2.2, 



























GOVERN~ENT.AL AID TO LC>CAT_, 
GOVERNMENTS 
$ 3 • .518,315 
10 
The cost ilf local nublic schools attributable, 8n a per student 
• 
basis, is shown by model Q.,.~ and is estimated to be ~~,~~~,441. 
Local government expenditures, excluding public schools, which are 
associated with the presence of the university are estimated, on a per 
capita basis, in model G-2.1 as $2,h93,164. Due to the per capita 
basis of estimation local government costs allocable to university-
related influences may be overstated. Claims on local public services 
are also made by other institutions and businesses. 
Usin~ the total business volume which is university.relatea it 
is possible ~o es~ima~e ~he amoun~ o£ local income genera~ed and number 
of jobs attributable to the university's presence. The procedures 
employed by these models take into consideration both the initial 
spending of university constituents and the second-rnund effects. 
Impact on L0cal §mPloyment 
The estimation shown in model I-1 reveals that approximately 
5,926 jobs in the St. Cloud area are allocable to the university's 
presence. Of this total, 1006 of these jobs are the faculty and 
professional support staff positions at the university. St. Cloud area 
businesses and local governments account for the remaining 4,920 jobs. 
Taking into consideration second-round effects this model assumes that 
$12,500 of initial spending creates one job in the local economy. 
Irnpact on L0cal L~come 
The procedures employed in model I-2 estimate the amount of 
personal income received by local individuals which is a result of 
university-related local spending. The university's presence, including 
the personal income of university faculty and professional support 
staff residing locally, accounts for an estimated ~61,670,565 of local 
personal income. 
11 
INTERDillUSTRY D~ ACT 
Using an input-output study of the St. Claud area economy and 
treating St. Cloud State University as an intermediate demand component 
in the industrial sector allows an analysis far different than the 
retail-type spending surveys of faculty, staff, and students.
1 
The 
results reported in Table 1 provide estimates of the university's 
economic impact on fifteen area industrial sectors, local goverr~~ent, 
and households. The final impact of one dollar beir.g spent by the 
university or its constituents on St. Cloud area industry is show.n by 
the sum of the interindustry multipliers. As estimated in the inter-
industry model the total impact of university-related spending on 
St. Cloud industries, governments, and households is $121,983,906. 
This compares quite favorably with the results of the models presented 
earlier and shown in Appendix A of ~ll9,642,9h5. 
Both procedures of impact estimation provide result in business 
volumes slightly in excess of twice the estimated direct spending of 
the university and its components. In general, income and spending 
multipliers in economic impact studies of institutional effects on area 
2 economics have exhibited a range of 2.0-2.2. The estimates provided 
here both lie in that range. 
Structure of Cloud Area 
n~vers~ty, 1 1'iimeographed) 
2
"Estimation of Differential fr.tplcyment Hultipliers in a Small 






















ESTIMATE OF INTERDIDUSTRY ll~~ ACT OF ST. CLOUD STATE 
UNIVERSITY ON ST. CLOUD AREA ECuNOMY 
Resulting 
Business 
Industry Hu.lti12lier Volume 
Lumber Products 0.0076 $ 429,375 
Stone and Rock Products 0.0069 389,827 
11etal Fabrication 0.0067 378,528 
Tools and Machine 0.0009 50,847 
Optics 0.0050 282,L.83 
Food and Kindred Products 0.0852 4,813 ,51L. 
Paper Products 0.0027 152.541 
Printing and Publishing 0.0074 418,075 
Rubber and Plastics 0.0036 203,388 
Hiscellaneous Hanufactures 0.0013 73,4L.6 
Contract Construction 0.1821 10,288,039 
~lliolesale and Retail 0 • .5698 32,191,788 
C~neral Services 0.1290 7,288,067 
Hedical and Health 0.0497 2,807,883 
Finance, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 0.1634 9,231,5.52 
Transportation, Communication, 
and Utility 0.1211 6,841,7L.4 
Private Industry Multiplier 1.3424 7.5,841,096 
Local Government 0.0414 2,338,961 
Households 0.7753 43,801,849 
Total 2.1591 121,983,906 
lJ 
SUMHARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
A variety of estimated economic impacts have been detailed in 
Appendix A. This section puts these estimates into perspective by 
comparing the major components of the previous analysis to St. Cloud 
area economy measures. 
Relative Size of Major ]mpacts 
on Local Dusiness 
The total number of jobs in the St. Cloud area economy 
attributable to the ~~iversity's presence is estimated to be 5,926. 
Assuming the number of jobs available in the St. Cloud economy is 
33,053, then the university, through its local spending accounts for 
18% of St. Cloud area jobs.1 
Total St. Cloud area personal income is estimated to be 
~385,382,257 and model I-2 provides an estimate of ~61,670,815 in 
local income due to local university-related spending. 2 Thus, the 
university-related spending in the St. Cloud area economy generates 
approximately 16% of all local personal income. 
University-related spending accounts for ~119,642,945 of the 
local business volume as estimated in model B-1. The St. Cloud area 
1The :Hinnesota Department of Economic Security, Labor Harket 
Information Center, St. Cloud, estimates the number of payroll 
positions headquartered in immediate St. Cloud area to be 33,053. 
2 Income measure generated from statistics L~ Summary Character-
istics for Governmental Units and Standard :·Ietropol itan Statistical 
Areas, ~1innesota, PHC50-3-25, 1980, Census of Population and !lousing. 
14 
is estimated to have a total business volume of $8)0,))6,000.; Approxi· 
mately 14% of St. Cloud area business volume is attributable to the 
university's presence. 
This report provides rumple evidence of the degree to which local 
business volume is stilnulated, local business opportunities increased, 
local business properties enhanced, and the local credit base expanded 
due to university-related local spending. Furthermore, a far greater 
variety of services and goods are offered by St. Cloud area business 
due to the increased spending. This results in a substantial increase 
in the attractiveness of St. Cloud to potential shoppers, employers, 
and citizens. 
Relative Size of Hajor Impacts 
on Local Government 
The university's impact on local governments is estimated by 
the revenues and costs of local gover~~ents which are allocable to the 
university. The real estate taxes collected by all local governments 
which are university-related are estimated to be ~3,157,661. Total 
taxes from real estate collected by all local governments are ~17,813,728. 
Thus, real-estate taxes which are university-related account for about 
18% of local real-estate tax collections. 
It is estimated that local public services costs, both municipal 
government and public schools, which are attributable to the university's 
3Total business volume is the sum of wholesale, retail, and 
ser;ice industry sales. Source: St. Cloud Area Chamber of Commerce. 
presence are ~4,998,60~. This is out of total budgets of $46,88,,6)1. 
Thus, it would appear ~ha~ approx1mately 11~ of loc~l public service 
costs are university-related. 
Any community is influenced by the institutions which exist 
within its boundaries. This report presents estimates of the strong 
and dynamic nature of the econornic~ole of St. Cloud State University 
in St. Cloud area communities. The tremendous variety of educational 
programs, cultural activities, and athletic events available to 




Total University-Related Local 
Business Volume 
(Et)UR •expenditures locally which are 
directly university-related, 
(1•lodel B-1.1) • • • • • • • • • • $ 56,496,645 
(LP~)u~ •local purchases by local 
concerns in support of the 
university-related business, 
(Model B-1. 2) • • • • • 
(BV1 )UR =business volume locally attributable to income spent 
as a result of university-
related spending, 
(Model B-1.3) •••• • • • 
19,341,451 
43,801,849 
TBVurt = ~119,642,945 
MODEL B-1.1 Expenditures Locally vihich Are 
Directly University-Related 
(~)U =expenditures locally by the 
university, (Model i::i-1.4) •• 
(~)FS •expenditures locally by the 
J... faculty and professional support 
staff, (Model B-1.5) ••••••• 
(E-) 
.L s =expenditures locally by students, 
(Hodel B-1.6) • • • • • • • • • . • 
=expenditures locally by visitors to 












Local Purchases by Local Concerns 
in Support of University-Related 
Business 
•coefficient of degree to which 
local. concerns purchase goods 
and services from local 
18 
businesses • • • • • . . . . . . . . 0.3424 
•expenditures locally which are 
directly u.~iversity-related, 
(HodaJ. B-1.1) • • • • • • • • 
(LP1 )UR = 0.3424 X $56,496,645 • 
:;; 56,496,645 
$ 19,344,451 
Business Volume Locally Attributable to 
Income Spent as a Result of University-
Related Spending 
=coefficient representing degree to 
which individual i.."lcome received 
from local sources is spent and 
respent locally • • • • • • • • • 
•expendi tures locally which are 
directly university-related, 
(Hodel B-1.1) •••••••• 




MODEL B-1.1.1 Expenditures Locally by the University 
2 expenditures locally by the university 
for (1) utilities; (2) supplies, 
equipment, and services; (3) preven-
tative maintenance, repairs, and 
betterments; (u) new construction; 
(5) equipment associated with new 
construction; (6) spending locally 
by .A..Rii. Services Inc. (Reported i.r1. 
Table 8) 
MODEL B-1.1.2 Expenditures Locally by Faculty and 
Professional Support Staff 
=expenditures for local rental 
housing by faculty and profes-
sional support staff 
(Model B-1. 5.1) • • • • • • • • . . 
='+i 7,042,832 
600,399 
(E'fd )1i'S =local nonhousi.ng expenditures by 
• ... local faculty and professional 
support staff, (Model B-1.5.2) =~ 9,1U8,936 
(~)NFS =expenditures locally by nonlocal 
faculty and professional support 
staff, (Hodel B-1.5.3) • • • • 1,034,510 
(~)FS =~ 10,783,8u5 
19 
tlODEL b.l.l.J Expenditures Locally by Students 
=expenditures locally by students 
for rental housing (from 
student survey) • • • • • • • • • • • ~ 
=local nonhousing expenditures by 
students residing locally (from 




(~)NLS =-local expenditures by ncnlocal 
students (from student survey) ••• ~ 3,035,473 
MUDEL B-1.1.4 Local Expenditures by Visitors 
to the University 
(Vi) =estimated number of visitors to 
university of ith category 
(Ei)v =estimated local etgenditures by 
each visitor in i category 
(E..) 
..t...V 
=see assumptions and computations 
in Table X • • • • • • • • • • • • 
$ 33,318,185 
5,351,783 
MODEL E-1.5.1 Expenditures for Local Rental Housing 
by Faculty and Professional Support 
Sta££ 
-proportion of the faculty and professional 
support staff residing locally (from 
personnel survey) •••••••••• 
=proportion of local faculty and 
professional support staff renting 




=total disposable income of faculty 
and professional support staff 
(SCSU ~siness uffice) • • • • 4i 17,L.33,186 
= average proportion of renter's 
total expenditures spent for 
rental housing (from survey) •••• 
(En)FS =(0.82) (0.21) (17,L.33,186) (0.20) 
HODEL B-1.5.2 Local Nonhousing Expenditures by 
Local Faculty and Professional 
Support Staff 
=proportion of the faculty and 
professional support staff residing 
locally (from survey) ••••••• 
=proportion of total nonhousing 
expenditures likely to be spent 
locally (from survey) ••••• 
•total disposable income of faculty 
and professional support staff 
(SCSU Business Office) • • • • • • 
(e~ti)FS =proportion of total expenditures 
• spent on nonhousing items (from 







(ENH)FS • (0.82) (0.80) (17,433,186) (0.80) ••• =~ 9,148,936 
l-lODEL B-1. 5. J Expenditures Locally by Nonlocal 
Faculty and Professional Support 
F 
Staff 
=proportion of faculty and pro-
fessional support staff residing 
locally (from survey) •••••• 
•total number of faculty and 
professional support staff 
(from survey) • • • • • • • 
•estimated annual average expen-
diture locally by each nonlocal 
faculty and professional staff 
individual (from survey) • • • 
(EL)NFS a(O.l8) (10o6) (5,713). . . . . . 
HODEL B-2 Value of Local Business Property 
Committed to University-Related 
Business 
(VEP\'R = (VRP)lJR + (VI)UR + (VOP)UR 
(VRP)UR =value of local business real property 






business (Hodel B-2.1) • • • • • $ 41,264,302 
-value of local business inventorJ 
committed to university-related 
business (Model B-2.2) ••••• 
(V OP )UR ==value of local business property 
other than real or inventory 
committed to university-related 





HODEL B-2.1 Value of Local Business Real 
Property Committed to University-
Related Business 
TBVUR 
(VRP)UR .. (.ov1 ) 
TBVUR =total university-related local 
.business volume (Hodel B-1) • • 
•local business volume (Minnesota 
Department of Economic Development. 
=assessed valuation of local 
business real property (City 
Clerk's reports) •••••• . . . . . 
(amv) =local ratio of assessed value to 
market value of taxable real 
property (City Clerk's report) . . . . 
(VRP)UR =($119,642,945 ~ $850,556,000) X 
($89,307,739 ~ .303) 
MODEL B-2.2 Value of Local Business Inventory 
Committed to University-Related 
Business 




=total university-related local 
business volume (Hodel B-1) • • • • 










1statistics of L"'lcome, 1975: Business Income Tax Returns, 
Internal Revenue Service, l·iashington, D.C. 
HCDEL B-2 .3 Value of Local Business Property ether 
Than Real or Inventory Committed to 
University Related Business 




=equipment and machinery-to-business 
volume ratiol 0.02 
atotal university-related local 
business volume (Model B-1) • . ~119 1 642,945 









Expansion of the Credit Ease of 
Local Banks Resulting Frcm 
University-Related Deposits 
=local time deposit reserve 
requirement (survey of local 
barlks) . . . • . • . . . . . 0.03 
=average time deposit of the 
university in local banks 
(SCSU Business Office) ••• $ 1,700,000 
aaverage time deposit of each 
faculty and professional 
support staff member in local 
banks (from survey) •••••• 
=number of faculty and professional 
support staff residing locally 
(from survey) ••••••• 
$ 
=average time deposit of each student 
in local banksl • • • • • • • • $ 
=number of students residing locally 
(from survey) • • • • • • • • • • 
=local demand deposit reserve require-
ment (survey of local banks) •• 
=average demand deposit of the univer-
sity in local banks (SCSU BusL~ess 
Vffice) • • • • • • • • • • • $ 
=average demand deposit of each faculty 
and professional support person in 
local banks (from survey) $ 
=average dem~~d deposit of each student 









111Sur.rey of Financial Characteristics of Consumers 11 Federal 
Reserve Technical Papers, Washington, D.C. 
2Ibid. 
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MODEL B-3 (continued) 
(cbv) •cash-to-business volume ratio3 • • 0.037 
TBVUR •total university-related local 
business volume (Model B-1). • • • ~ll9,6h2 1945 
MODEL G-1 University~~lated Revenues Received 
by Local c~vernments 
=university-related real-estate taxes 
paid to local governments 
(Model G-1.2) ••••••••••• ~ 3,157,661 
(TNRE)UR =university-related property taxes, 
l other than real estate, paid to 
local governments (Model G-1.1) • • $ 416,357 
(SA)UR =state aid to local governments 
attributable to university's 
presence (Model G-1.3) •••• $ 3,518,315 
•other university-related revenues 
collected by local governments 
(Model G-1.4) • • • • • • • • • • • ~ 119,594 
=$ 7,211,927 
3statistics of Income, 1975; Business Income Tax Returns, 
Internal Revenue Service, Washington, b.c. 
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HODEL G-1.2 Univer~ity·Related Real E~tate 
Taxes Paid to local Governments 
=real-estate taxes paid to local 
governments by the university • • • • • 
•real-estate taxes paid to local 
governments by local faculty and 
professional support staff 
(Model G-1. 2.1) • • • • • • • • • . . . 
=real-estate taxes paid to local 
governments by students residing 
locally (Model G-1.2.2) •••• . . . . 
(TR B)UR ~real-estate taxes paid to local 
• governments by local businesses 
for real property allocable to 
university-related business 
(Model G-1.2.3) •••••• 
HODEL G-1.2.1 Real-Estate Taxes Paid to Local 
Governments by Local Faculty and 
Professional Support Staff 
. . . . 
=number of faculty and professional 
support staff residing locally 
(from survey) • • • • • • • • • • • 
-proportion of local faculty and 
professional support staff renting 












•tocal property tax rate 
City Clerk's reports) ••••• • • • 
•proportion of rental expenditure 
attributable to taxes 
' ' t ' • 
t • t 
=total assessed valuation o£ 
all local private residences 
(auditors' reports) ••••• . . . . 
•total number of local private 
residences (City planner and 
area planning office) ••••• 
·Average annual rent expenditure 
(from sur,rey) • • • • • • • • • 
. . . 







(16,924) • (825) (0.21) (3612) (0.20) •$ 620,425 
MODEL G-1.2.2 Real-Estate Taxes Paid to Local 
Governments by Students Residing 
Locally 
(TR)S • (S)L (~q)S (rt) 
(S)1 =number of students renting housing 
locally (from survey) ••••••• 
(rt) 
•average annual rental e~enditure 
per student (from survey) ••••• 
=proportion of rental expenditure 
attributable to property taxes • 
·(6234) (1068) (0.20) = 





MODEL G-1.2 .J Real-Estate Taxes Paid to Local 
Governments by Local Businesses 
for Real Property Allocable to 
University-Related Business 
(TR.B)UR I (pt)[TEVUR: BVL] (VB) 
(pt) •local property tax rate, (City 
Clerks' reports) ••••••• . . . 0.096 
r.BVUR •total university-related local 
business volume (11odel B-1) •••• $119,642,945 
BV_ 
L 
=local business volume (Minnesota 
Department of Economic 
Development • • • • • • • • • • $850,556,000 
~assessed valuation of local 
business real property {City 
Clerks' reports) • • • • • • • • ~ 89,307,739 
(TR.B)UR • (0.096) (119,642,945 + 850,556,000) 
(89,307,739) •$ 1,205,654 
HODEL G-1.1 
(it) 
University-Related Property Taxes, 
Other Than Real-Estate, Paid to 
Local Governments 
~local inventory tax rate 
(0.303 X 0.096) • • • • . . . . . 
=value of local business inventory 
committed to university-related 
business (Hodel B-2.2) •••••• 
0.029 
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(OR)tm • (IFR) (TBVrm ; BV1) 
TBVUR 
•licenses and fees collected by 
local governments • • • • • • • • • $ 850,600 
=total ur~versity-related local 
business volume • • • • • • • • itill9,642,945 
•local business volume (Hinnesota 
Department of Energy and 
Economic Development) • • • • • • • $850z556 7000 
(OR)UR • (850,600) (119,642,945 ~ 850,556,000)•$ 119,594 
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HODEL G-1.4 Intergovernmental Aid to Local 
Governments Allocable to the 
University's Presence 
(SA)UR • (SA)GH • (SAlpc 
•state aid to local public schools 
allocable to children of university-
related families (Model G-1.4.1) • $ 1,719,003 
•other intergovernmental aid 
received by local governments 
on a per capita basis (l1odel 
G-1.4.2)........... $ 1,799,312 
$ 3,.518,315 
MODEL G-1.4.1 State Aid to Local Public Schools 





•total state aid to local public 
schools (Public school's annual 
reports) ••••••••••• 
•number of children of faculty 
and professional support staff 
attending public school (from 
survey) • . . • . • . . . • . 
. . $ 23,769,470 
. . 577 
•number of students' children 
attending local public schools 
(from survey) • • • • • • • • • • 362 
=total enrollment of local public 
schools (public schools' a~nual 
reports) • • • • • • • • • • • • • 12,98L. 
•23,769,470 (577 = 362) ~ 12,984 =$ 1,719,003 
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MODEL G.l.4.~ other Intergovernmental Aid Received 
by Local Governments on a Per Capita 
Basis 
(SA)PC • (FSEt + ~) (IG)R; POPLR 
FS~ 
POPLR 
=number of persons in households of 
faculty and professional support 
staff residing locally (from 
survey) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2,442 
•number of persons in households of 
students residing locally (from 
survey) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ll ,119 
•intergovernmental aid received by 
local ~overnments (City Clerks' 
report) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • $ 8, 51.5 ,L.38 
=local resident ~opulation (Area 
Planning Office). • • • • • • • • • 64,176 









Local Government Operating Cost 
Allocable to university•Related 
In!luence6 
smunicipal service costs allocable 
to university-related influences 
(Model G-2 .1) • • • • • • • • • • • $ 2 ,h9 3 ,16h 
=local public school cost 
allocable to university-
related persons (Model G-2.2) . . . 
Hunicipal Service Costs Allocable 
to University-Related Influences 
FS1 + SL 
= POPLD 
2 
=number of faculty and professional 
support staff residing locally 
(from survey) • • • • • • • • • • • 
snumber of students residing locally 
(from survey) • • • • • • • • • • • 
alocal daytime population 
(City Planners Office) •••••• 
=number of persons in households of 
faculty and professional support 
staff residing locally (from survey) 
=number of persons in households of 
students residing locally (from 
su.rvey) • • • • • • • • • • • • 
=local resident population (Area 










MODEL G-2.1 (continued) 
MODEL G-2.2 
CP"FS 
=operating budget for municipal 
services of all local govern-
ments (excludes public schools) 
(City Clerks' reports) • • • • • • $ 12,481,842 





Local Public School Costs Allo-
cable to University-Related 
Persons 
•number of children of faculty and 
professional support staff attend-
ing public schools (from survey) •• 
=number of students' children 
attending public school (from 
survey) • • • • • • • • • • • . . . 
577 
362 
•total enrollment of local public 
schools (public schools' annual 
report) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 12,894 
=operatin~ budget of local public 
schools {public schools' annual 
report) • • • • • • • • • • • • $ 3L.,L.03, 789 
(PS)uli = 577 + 362 




Real-Estate Taxes Foregone Due to 
University's Tax Exempt Status 
• total taxes from real estate collected 
by local governments (City Clerks' 
reports) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • $ 17,813,728 
• real-estate taxes paid to local 
governments by the university 0 
A 
u =acres of the university 232 
•acres of St. Cloud area, less Au 8,233 
(FRaE)ua = (17,813,728) (232: 8,233) • 
MODEL I-1 
FS 
Number of Local Jobs Attributable 
to the University's Presence 
•total number of faculty and 
professional support staff 
(scsu Business Office) ••• . . . . . 
j •full-time jobs per dollar of direct 
expenditures in the local 
. tl enVl.ronmen • • • • • • • • • • • • 
(LGC)UR •local government operating cost 
allocable to university-related 
influences (Model G-2) •••• 
(EL) 
UR •expenditures locally which are 
directly university-related 
(Model B-1.1) • • • • • • • • • 
JL = 1006 ~ 0.00008 [56,496,645 8 4,998,605] = 
, 
. . . 








11Estimation of Differential Employment Hultipliers in a Small 




Personal Income of Local Individuals 
Attributable to University's Presence 
-proportion of faculty and pro-
fessional support staff residing 
locally (from survey) ••••••• 0.82 
•gross compensation to faculty and 
professional su~port staff (SCSU 
Business Office) •••••••••• $ 21,791,483 
=payrolls and profits per dollar of 
local direct expenditures • • • 0.7753 
•expenditures locally which are 
directly university-related 
(Model B-1.1) • • • • • • • • • $ 56,496,645 
PIUR = (0.82) (21,791,483) + (0.7753) 




AVERAGE AND TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY 
STUDt:NT ClASSIFICATION IN 19B2 
Number of Average Total 
Classification Students Expenditure Expenditure 
1. Commuting from 
outside St. Cloud 
area 1,451 1,881 2,729,331 
2. Harried and 
residing in St. 
Cloud area 752 6,534 4,913,568 
3. Living on-campus 3,023 1,594 4,818,662 
4. Living off-
campus in the 
St. Cloud area 6,382 2,741 17,493,o62 
TOTAL 11,608 29,954,623 
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Table III 
AV!"...RAGE AND TOTAL EXPENDITURES :BY STUDENT CLASSIFICATION, 
4690 Su~~ SCHOOL STUDENTS, 1982 
Number of Average Total 
Classification Students !'5?enditure Expenditure 
1. Commuting from 
outside St. Cloud 
area 586 522 306,142 
2. Harried and 
residing in St. 
Cloud area 304 1,816 552,129 
J. Living on-campus 1,585 341 540,903 
4. Living off-campus 
in St. Cloud 
area 2,2lh 887 1,96ti,387 
TOTAL 4,690 3,363,562 
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Table IV 
AVERAGE AND TOTAL IDENDITURES BY CATEGOftiEJ fOli ~TUDBNTu 
COMt1UTING FROM OUTSIDE THE ST. CLOUD AREA, 11.51 STUDENTS 
Average .Annual Total .Annual 
Catego;ry Expenditure Expenditure 
1. Recreation 220 318,509 
2. Clothing 237 343,452 
3. Laundry 32 45,707 
4. Medical and Health 11.1 204,896 
5. Grooming 67 96,506 
6. Food 404 586,871 
7. Charitable Contributions 31 44,270 
8. Auto Expenses 372 539,728 
9. Books 255 369,570 
10. Transportation 122 177 2723 
TOTAL 1,881 2,729,331 
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Table V 
AVERAGE AND TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORIES FOR M.AR."lliED STUDENTS 
RESIDING IN THE ST. CLOUD AREA, 1)2 STu~ENTS 
Average Annual Total Annual 
Category Expenditure Expenditure 
1. Recreation 323 249,664 
2. Clothing 293 220,336 
3. Laundry 113 84,976 
4. Medical and Health 385 289,520 
5. Grooming 146 109,792 
6. Food 1,381 1,038,512 
7. Rent 2,098 1,577,696 
8. Charitable Contirubutions 212 159,424 
9. Auto Expenses 671 504,592 
10. Books 240 180,480 
11. Transportation 640 498 2576 
TOTAL 6,534 4,913,568 
41 
Table VI 
A~~GE AND TOT.{L EXPE1~ITURES BY CATEGORIES FOR SINGLE 
STUDENTS LIVING ON CAMPUS, }02) STUDENTS 
Average Annual Total Annual 
Category Expenditure Expenditure 
1. Recreation 392 1,185,016 
2. Clothing 147 444,381 
3. Laundry 79 238,817 
4. Hedical and Health 51 154,173 
5. Grooming 108 326,484 
6. Food 249 752,727 
7. Charitable Contributions 30 90,690 
8. Auto Expenses 175 529,025 
9. Books 201 607,623 
10. Transportation .1§. 495,772 
TOTAL 1,594 4,818,662 
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Table VII 
AVERAGE AND TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORIES FOR STUDENTS 
RESIDING IN THE ST, ~LOUD AREA, o J~~ STUDENTS 
Average Annual Total Annual 
Category Expenditure .Eag?enditure 
l. Recreation 330 2,106,060 
2. Clothing 157 1,0()1,974 
3. Laundry 48 306,336 
4. Medical and Health 76 485,032 
5. Grooming 78 497,796 
6. Food 451 2,878,282 
7. Rent 796 5,080,072 
8. Charitable Contributions 45 287,190 
9. Auto Expenses 352 2,246,464 
10. Books 198 1,263,636 
ll. Transportation 210 1,310,220 -
TOTAL 2,741 17,193,062 ..... 
Table VIII 
ST. CLOUD STATE UNIVERSITY SPENDING IN THE 
LOCAL AREA, 198L 
1. Utili tias . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
2. Purchases of supplies, equipment, 
and services • • • • • • • • • • • • 
3. Preventive maintenance, repairs 
and betterment • • • • • • • • 
4. ARA Services, Inc., spending for food, 
. . . .. $ l,h92,29h 
. . . ••• ~ 3,992,450 
. . . • • • $ 259,888 
labor, and services locally • • • • ••••• $ 1,299,000 
Total $ 7,o42,832 
·'· 
Table II 
INCOO TO ST. CLOUD STATE UNIVERSITY 1 1982
1 
1. Dormitory ... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
2. Atwood Center • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
3. University Bookstore Commissions . . . . . . . 








1This does not include all receipts of the university. These 
figures represent revenues from university operations that could be 
considered to compete with existing or potential local private 
businesses. 
Table X 
LOCAL SPENDING BY VISITORS TO ST. CLOUD STATE illHVERSITY, 1982 
Survey results indicate the average number of visits, days per 
visit, and dollars spent per day. 
Visits x (Days/Visits) x ($/Day) x Total Employees of SCSU 
26.55 X 3.18 X $16.55 X 1006 • $ 1,404,849 
B. Spending by Visitors to Students 
.\ 
Survey results indicate the average number of visits, days per 
visit, and dollars spent per day, by student classification. 
Visits x (Days/Visit) x ($/Day) x Number of Students 
Commuting Students 
6.15 X .55 X ~4.22 X 1451 
Married Students (local) 
26.6 X 1.75 X $13.50 X 752 
On-Campus Students 
15.04 X 1.63 X ~12.60 X 3023 
Off-Campus Students (local) 









C. Spending by Visitors to the Universit¥ 
It is estimated that 40,000 out-of-town visitors attended 
events associated with the university in 1982, and that 
one-half of them spent $15 in the community. 300,000 
TOTAL VISITOR SPENDiln $ 5,351,783 
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APPENDL{ B 
FACULTY MID PROFESSIONAL SUPPORT PERSONNEL QUESTIONNAIRE 
INFORMATION FORM SURVEYING STUDENT EXPENDITURES IN THE ST. CLOUD AREA 
STUDENT EXPENDITURES IN THE ST. CLOUD AREA 
(The St. Cloud Area is here defined as consisting of the cities of 
St. Cloud, Waite Park, Sauk Rapids, and Sartell, and the townships 
of St. Cloud, Le Sauk, and Haven.) 
PART I: Please check the one category that pertains to you. -
1. Commuting from outside the St. Cloud Area. 
2. Married and residing in the St. Cloud Area. 
3. Living on-campus, or in a fraternity or sorority house. 
4. Living off-campus in the St. Cloud Area. 
PART II: If you reside in an apartment or house which you are renting in 
the St. Cloud area please note the total number of students, 
including yourself, residing in the apartment or house.--------
PART III: Please complete the following by writing in an estimate of your 
expenditures for a typical month. Include only money you spend 
in the St. Cloud Area. Make estimates in even dollar amounts. 
1. Recreation and entertainment. 
2. Clothing. 
--- 3. Food (off-campus, e.g., students in Part I, category 4 should not include amounts paid to Garvey Commons). 
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_____ 4. Rent (off-campus, i.e., amounts paid for board in campus dormitories 
or to fraternity or sorority houses should E£! be included). 
____ 5. Automobile expenses. (Automobile purchases, gasline, oil, 
servicing, repairs, insurance, and fines for traffic violations.) 
6. Grooming needs. 
7. Transportation (other than automobile) and utilities (telephone, 
electricity, water, etc.). 
8. Laundry and dry cleaning. 
9. Medical and health. (Doctor, dental, and hospitalization; drugs 
and medicines; premiums for health insurance policies.) 
---~10. Books, stationery, and educational supplies. 
_____ 11. Contributions to church and other organizations. 
PART IV: How many non-local people (parents, relatives, friends, etc.) visited 
you last year? Count each visit separately for those who visited more 
than once. If this is your first year here, how many visitors do you 
anticipate? 
Please estimate your visitors' average length of stay. (Days) 
Please estimate the average daily expenditures in the St. Cloud area 
by each visitor. ($ Per Day) 
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FACULTY AND PROFESSIONAL SUPPORT PERSONNEL QUESTIONNAIRE 
I. How many persons are in your household? 
A. How many are employees of ~CSU1 -------B. Ho~ many are 18 or under? 
--~--~ 
C. How many children in your household attend public schools? 
II. Where is your residence? (Check one.) 
A. St. Cloud area (within corporate limits of St. Cloud, Waite Park, 
Sauk Rapids, Sartell, or in the townships of St. Cloud, Le Sauk, 
or Haven). 
B. Outside the above areas. 
III. In what type of housing do you reside? (Check one.) Rent 
Own 
Other 
IV. Please estimate your average monthly expenditures in the St. Cloud 
area, as defined in II, A., for: 
Housing (rent or mortgage, insurance, and taxes.) 
Utilities 
Food 
All Other (Clothing, transportation, entertainment, health care, etc.) 
Total 






financial institutions (sum of local checking, NOW, and savings accounts.) ______ __ 
VI. How many non-local people (parents, relatives, friends, etc.) visited 
you last year? Count each visit separately for those who visited more 
than once. If this is your first year here, how many visitors do you 
anticipate? 
Visitors 
VII. Please estimate your visitors' average length of stay. Days 
VIII. Please estimate the average daily expenditures in the St. Cloud 
area by each visitor. 
$ Per Day 
